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Abstract. We applied QCD light-cone sum rules to estimate power corrections to the helicity-conserving
amplitude in the process v*y — mm. We found that above Q2 ~ 4 GeV? power corrections are numerically
small and the twist-2 part dominates.The amplitude can be reliably calculated in this region using models
of 27 distribution amplitudes as input. We found that the magnitude of the NLO corrections depends
rather strongly on the normalization of the gluonic distribution amplitude.

1 Introduction

Hadron production in the reaction v*y — hadron(s) has
been a subject of considerable interest for a long time,
both from the experimental [1,2] and theoretical [3-5]
points of view. The key role in the QCD description of such
processes is played by the QCD factorization theorem. For
example, QCD factorization has been successfully applied
to the reaction v*y — 7% [4,5]. The F7™(Q?) form-factor
data obtained by the CELLO and CLEO collaborations
are in a good agreement with the available QCD analysis;
see for example [6-8].

Recently it has been proposed [9,10] to investigate a
similar process, v*y — 7w, when the two-pion state has
a small invariant mass. It has been argued that QCD fac-
torization applies to this case as well [11]. The resulting
amplitude depends on new non-perturbative objects, the
so-called two-pion distribution amplitudes (2rDAs). They
are given by matrix elements of twist-2 QCD string oper-
ators between the vacuum and the two-pion state [10,12].
Moreover, 2rDAs can be related by the crossing symme-
try to skewed parton distributions [13,14] which recently
have been subject of considerable interest.

Furthermore, in a recent paper [15] it has been argued
that experimental studies of 27 production cross-section
are possible with existing eTe™ facilities.

Formally, the dominance of the leading-twist ampli-
tude is guaranteed only at a very large Q2. For the process
v*y — 7w the bulk of the twist-2 amplitude arises from
the handbag diagram. In analogy with the v*y — 7° reac-
tion one expects that the leading-twist contribution dom-
inates the amplitude even for moderate values of Q% ~ 4
10 GeV2. For lower values of Q2, the power-suppressed
corrections are certainly important. Note that prelimi-

nary estimates show that most of the v*y — w7 events
which have been seen in the CLEO data are in the region
Q? ~ 1-5GeV? [2,16]. In this region a reliable estimate
of the amplitude including the power-suppressed contri-
butions is crucial.

From the theoretical point of view problems encoun-
tered in an analysis of power-suppressed contributions to
two-pion and one-pion production amplitudes are very
similar. Terms suppressed as 1/Q? can arise from differ-
ent space-time configurations. The production of states
with more than two partons by interaction of two elec-
tromagnetic currents at small transverse distances can be
accounted for by the standard operator product expan-
sion (OPE) technique. However, as the second photon is
real, there is yet another configuration which results in
a power-suppressed correction. The real photon can turn
into hadrons long before the interaction with the virtual
one. It occurs at large transverse distances between two
electromagnetic currents. Such a non-factorizable term is
known in the literature as the “end-point” or “soft” con-
tribution.

In this paper we use the light-cone sum rule (LCSR)
method to evaluate the v*y — 7w amplitude, including
the power-suppressed contributions. The main advantage
of this technique is that it allows one to take into ac-
count both factorizable and non-factorizable corrections.
Recently, LCSRs were successfully applied to describe dif-
ferent pion form factors [7,17,18] in a Q2 range from 1 to
~ 10 GeVZ2.

This paper is organized as follows. In the following sec-
tion we present the definition of the v*y — 77w amplitude
and set up the notation. In Sect.3 models of 27 distri-
bution amplitudes are introduced. Sections4 and 5 are
devoted to a discussion of the LCSRs to the LO and NLO
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accuracy, respectively. In Sect.6 we present a numerical
analysis. Finally, we summarize our article. The appendix
contains definitions of the NLO Wilson coefficient func-
tions.

2 General definitions

The kinematics of the reaction v*(q)v(¢") — w(k1)m(k2)
can conveniently be described in terms of a pair of light-
like vectors p, z which obey

and define longitudinal directions. Here p - z = p,,z". Let
P and k denote the total and relative momenta of the w
meson pair, respectively,

]92222:07

P? = (ky + ky)? = W2,
/432 = (lﬂl — k‘2)2 = 4’/773‘. — I/VQ7
P-k=0. (2)

The initial and final states momenta can be decomposed
as

Q* 2 2 4 QP+ W?
q=Dp— 2, q :_Q = Z,
20 -2) 2p-2)
2
¢ =0, P=q+q¢=p+ z, PP=W2
2(p-z)
_ e
k=¢&p 2(p_z)z+k:¢. (3)

The longitudinal momentum distribution of the pions is
described by the variable £ = (k- z)/(p- z). Alternatively,

& = P cosbcn,

where 0., is the polar angle of the pion momentum in
the CM frame with respect to the direction of the total
momentum P, and 3 is the velocity of produced pions in
the center-of-mass frame

4m2
w2’

1—

The amplitude of hard photo-production of two pions is
defined by the following matrix element between the vac-
uum and the two-pion state:

T =i / d*ze 9 2m (P, k)| TJ" (2/2)J" (—2/2)|0),

_ 1

7=5(a—d), (4)
where J#(z) denotes the quark electromagnetic current.
Hard photo-production corresponds to the limit Q% >>
W? > A{cp where the amplitude (4) can be represented
as an expansion in terms of powers of 1/Q. According
to the factorization theorem the leading-twist term in the
expansion can be written as a convolution of hard and soft
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blocks. The coefficient functions can be calculated from
appropriate partonic subprocesses v +v — ¢+ q or v* +
y—=g+g.

According to the analysis of [19] to the leading-twist
accuracy the amplitude TH" is a sum of two terms

i T
THV((L q/7 P7 k) = 5(79#V)TT(;Y (q’ qla P7 k)

< (g v)
ik k S
5 JWQL T; (Qaq/7P7 k)a (5)

where , ,
(—g"" ) = (puz uis —g“u)
p-z
is the metric tensor in the transverse space, and k(fki)
denotes the traceless, symmetric tensor product of the rel-
ative transverse momenta (27).

The leading-order, leading-twist amplitude T)™" de-
scribes scattering of two photons with equal helicities, re-
lated by crossing to the photon helicity-conserving DVCS
on a pion. At the NLO there is a new contribution 75™"
from collisions of photons with opposite helicities, related
to the photon helicity-flip contribution to the DVCS [20].
In terms of the operator product expansion the latter am-
plitude singles out a twist-2 tensor gluon operator which
cannot be studied in deep-inelastic scattering (DIS) on a
pion (or nucleon) target [19].

Note that as the amplitude T* is dimensionless, the
twist-2 amplitude 7)™" depends on Q? only logarithmi-
cally through the running coupling and QCD evolution
effects. To see this it is convenient to develop appropriate
power counting in an infinite momentum frame. For def-
initeness we assume that the pion pair is moving in the
positive 2 direction and p* and z~ are the only nonzero
component of p and z, respectively. Then the infinite mo-
mentum frame can be understood as p™ ~ Q — oo with
a fixed (p- z) ~ 1. From (3) it follows that in this frame
(k-z) ~1and k; ~ Q. This determines the power count-
ing in @ for all twist-2 amplitudes and from (5) we find
that 7)™ is O(1) as far as powers of Q are concerned.

In this paper we consider power corrections to the am-
plitude 77™™ only. This is expected to be the most impor-
tant term numerically as it appears already at the Born
level. To the NLO accuracy one has [19]

=1t = () / dud? (u, ¢, W)

x [C(u) + 22C ()]

- (Z 63) 1 du®® (u, &, W?)

0
@ 2
x [ cyw)] . (6)
The coefficient functions CY, C;, C§ can be found in [19].
The quark and gluon 27DAs are defined as matrix ele-
ments of the light-cone string operators:

(rr(P, k) ;f S a()2(~)
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1
x / Aud®(u, €, W2)el2u=1(r2) 1)
0

(7 (P, k) ’zuzy H ()G (- ‘0)
/ du@G(u 5 W2) i(2u—1)(p- z)
0

(p-2)?
(8)

Note that the distribution amplitudes & (u,&, W?2) and
&Y (u, &, W?) depend also on a factorization scale .

3 Models for two-pion distribution amplitudes

In this section we describe briefly the main properties of
the distribution amplitudes introduced in (7) and (8) and
discuss a model which has been used to obtain estimates
for the magnitude of power-suppressed corrections.

Due to the positive C-parity of the pion pair, 27 dis-
tribution amplitudes have the following symmetry prop-
erties:

P9 (u, &, W?) = 01— u, &, W?) = 09 u, =€, W?),

P (u, &, W?) = D9(1 — u, &, W?) = 9 (u, —6,W?). (9)
The factorization scale dependence is governed by the
ERBL evolution equations [21,22]. As is well known, in
the leading logarithmic approximation their solution has

the form of an expansion in terms of Gegenbauer polyno-
mials:

D9 (u, &, W?|p) = 6u(l — u)

X Z Bn(f, W2|‘U,)02/2(2U - 1)v

n=1
odd

(10)

D (u, &, W2|p) = 30u2(1 — u)?

S (e WO (2u — 1),

n=0
even

(11)

The coefficients B,, and A,, mix under evolution.

In the next step one expands both distribution ampli-
tudes in the partial waves of the final two-pion system [12].
As a result one introduces an expansion of B, (&, W?|u)
and A, (&, W?|p) in terms of Legendre polynomials P;(€)
[12,19]:

n+1
B, (&, W3u) = > Bu(W?|u)Pi(é),
=0
i2
A (6, W2p) = Z AG (W2 ) Py(8). (12)

even

Additional constraints on 27 distribution amplitudes are
provided by soft pion theorems [12]:

PUu, =1, W? =0) =9 (u, & = —1,W? =0) =0,
PG (u, € =1,W?=0) =% (u, 6 = —1,W? =0) = 0.
(13)
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Finally, crossing symmetry allows one to relate moments

of distribution amplitudes to forward matrix elements of

twist-2 operators which determine moments of pion quark

and gluon structure functions; see [12] for details. One
finds, e.g.

! 1

/ du(2u — )9 (u, & =1,W? =0) = —FMQ(l - &%)

0 f

1
/ du@G(u,le,WQ:O)Z—%MG(1—52)> (14)
0

where M® and MS are the momentum fractions carried
by quarks and gluons in a pion:

Q = 1 uu U qr(U
MO () /Od > (@ (u, 1) + G (u, 1)),

q

MO () = / dutgn (u, 1. (15)

At asymptotically large u? — oo only the lowest terms
n (10), (11) contribute. Combining constraints (14) with
(12) one easily finds

B (u, ¢, W? = 0) = u)’ MZ(1 - €%),
L (u, ¢, W? =0) = —30u(l —u) (2u—1)-— !

—15u%(1 —

Ny
x M2(1-¢€). (16)
where
Mg]\ﬁfa%, Mg]\ﬁjiCF. (17)
For W?2 # 0 one writes
OC (u, &, W?) = —15u*(1 — u)?MS B(E,W?), (18)
L (u, &, W?) = —30u(1 — u)(2u — 1)LM§§B(§, w?).

Ny

The function B(¢, W?) is related to coefficients By and Ag
from (12)

BIEIW?) = 57 Ao(€ W2 = o0)
3 Ny 2,2
LB Wl =) (19
In the limit W2 — 0 one finds from (14) that B(¢, W? =
0) = (1-&).

In numerical calculations presented in this paper we
have used a model which retains a simple analytical form
of the asymptotic distributions amplitudes (18), but incor-
porates nontrivial information about the pion structure at
a scale of the order of a few GeV? [15]. Assuming domi-
nance of the lowest conformal wave one finds

O (u, 6, W?) = —15u”(1 —u)?M® (1) B, W),
Qu %) = —30u(l — u)(2u — i
D% (u, &, W*) 30u(1 )(2 l)Nf
x M@ (u?)B(§, W) (20)



110

As at present a little is known about 2rDAs, the main mo-
tivation beyond the model (20) is that it incorporates all
constraints arising from crossing symmetry and soft pion
theorems and has a simple form which makes its treat-
ment in numerical calculations easy. Note that dominance
of the lowest conformal wave seems to be phenomenolog-
ically justified in the case of the single pion DA.

This model differs from the asymptotic DA (18) only
in values of momentum fractions MY (u?) and M®(u?).
Their scale dependence is given by

MO(Q?) = MC (1 + LIQ)R(:2),
Q(,,2) _ Q
Ry =M (*‘A;a% M, (21)

where L is the usual evolution factor:

21\ Y+/bo 9
L(Q%) = (ZZE%;) V= g(Nf +4CF),
11 2

Obviously, M%(Q?) =1 — M?(Q?).

An explicit expression for B(,W) can be obtained
using the Watson theorem [12]. In the calculations con-
sidered here B(£, W) enters as a Q% independent factor
and therefore its explicit functional form is not important
for considerations of power-suppressed corrections to the
amplitude. To remove this factor from numerical calcu-
lations we will consider the Q2-dependence of the ratio

Ty (Q?, &, W?2) /TS, where
T = T (Q° = 00,6, W?)

B QU@aS u, &, W?)
72 / 1—u
77426§B(£7W2)

q

(23)

is the asymptotic value of the amplitude.

In Fig. 1 we compare this ratio for the NLO amplitude
TP(Q?,€,W?) for different models of 27 distribution
amplitudes: the asymptotic (18) and its minimal exten-
sion (20). Note that there is an ambiguity due to the scale
dependence of the NLO amplitude. In order to estimate
this uncertainty we make the following choice for the scale

18

2= kQ? + M?, (24)
with M? = 1 GeV? and a parameter x which will be varied
in the interval 1/5 < k < 1. Such a choice is motivated by
the observation [18] that a typical virtuality of a propa-
gator in a perturbative, exclusive amplitude is given by a
weighted sum of the hard scale Q2 and the infrared cut-
off. In the LCSR approach the latter role is played by the
Borel mass M?2; see the next section. Evaluating the NLO
amplitude (6) we have neglected numerically small NLO
corrections [23-25] to the evolution of the distribution am-

plitudes in the MS scheme.
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Fig. 1. NLO results for the TP""(Q?)/T¢° as a function of
Q2. The upper plot corresponds to the mimimal model with
M9 (1GeV?) = 0.60 and the lower one to the asymptotic choice
M® = 0.43. The scale is taken as u = kQ? + M?, M? =
1GeV?. Gray bands show the variation of the NLO prediction
when & is varied between 1/5 and 1. Solid lines correspond to

k=2/5

0.6

One finds that in the model based on asymptotic dis-
tribution amplitudes the NLO correction is numerically
much larger than in the second model, where amplitudes
have the asymptotic form but a different, scale-dependent
normalization. This can be understood by observing that
the gluon distribution amplitude gives the main contribu-
tion to the NLO correction. At Q? of order of few GeV?
its normalization in (20), based on the momentum frac-
tion carried by gluons in a pion according to the GRV pa-
rameterization [26] is much smaller than the asymptotic
one. The strong sensitivity of the NLO corrections to the
gluon distribution amplitude is an interesting feature of
the process considered here. Therefore we have to revise
one of our conclusions from [19], about the size of the NLO
correction. Contrary to our previous claim, its magnitude
turns out to be rather model dependent, and therefore it
is difficult to make a trustworthy prediction unless the dis-
tribution amplitudes which enter the NLO correction, in
particular the gluon one, are sufficiently constrained.

4 Light-cone sum rules method:
the LO approximation

In this section we discuss the light-cone sum rule (LCSR)
for the amplitude 77™". Our procedure closely follows the
investigation of the photon—pion transition form factor
Fyr(Q%) in [17].

The first step to obtain a LCSR for the amplitude with
one real photon 7™ is to consider an amplitude T/ T
where both photons are off-shell and have large virtuali-
ties:

T (a) + 7 (d) = 2m(P k), Q%Q% > Ajcp, (25)
and find its dispersion representation in the variable ¢’2.
In the general kinematics momenta g and ¢’ can be

represented in terms of vectors p and z as
Q* 2

= - = — 2
q QU(p.Z)eraz, q Q7
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2
= ptaz,

o 2 _ /2.
2a(p - 2) q @

(26)

The coefficients « and o are functions of the kinematical
invariants. Using momentum conservation one finds

W2 1

o7 T 2p2)

X =(q-¢) -

With the help of the factorization theorem one can write
T, ™7 as a convolution of hard and soft blocks. The vir-
tuality ¢'? enters the hard part only, where we neglect W?2
as compared with Q2 and Q'2.

With ¢’ # 0 the two-photon amplitude admits natu-
rally a richer Lorentz structure than the original ampli-
tude with one photon on-shell. In addition, by splitting
TH into Lorentz tensors and invariant coefficient func-
tions it is advantageous to avoid kinematical constraints
for the latter. Constraints imposed on coefficient functions
result in constraints on the form of their dispersion repre-
sentation.

To this end we rewrite the transverse metric tensor in
terms of momenta ¢ and ¢’ [3]:

(¢ (g+4d) - VX),

(27)

1
R*"(q,q') = (=¢"")r = —g"" + - (¢- ¢ ("¢ + ¢"¢")

X
- *d"q" — ¢"¢"q"), (28)
with X defined in (27), and introduce a variable w
2P . W2 2 _ 2 2 _ 2
_2g _WEL gt ot

¢ Q2 > >

With these definitions it is convenient to introduce Ty ™"
by

2
T =i R0,V Qo W)+ (30)

where the ellipsis denotes other possible Lorentz struc-

tures. Now, in the limit —¢’2 — 0 (w — 1) 77" ™™, defined
here, goes smoothly into 7™ given by (6). On the other
hand, the factor w? cancels the singularity present in the
tensor R* as ¢ — ¢, W? — 0 (w — 0) due to the 1/X

term, hence no constraints have to be imposed on T s
To the LO accuracy and keeping W2 = 0 in the hard

block the amplitude T(;’*T”T(Q,q',g7 W) is the only one
which appears in T#” and one obtains

T ™™ (Q,q, &, W)

! 2x
_ 2 Q 2
— <§q :eq>/0 e @ (a, &, W?)——

1 ) Q2
- (Zq: e§> /0 dzd®(z, €, W?) = @Zy o (31)

Note that the above expression depends on W through
the two-pion distribution amplitude (7).
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The LO result can easily be converted into a dispersion
integral over ¢’? with s = 2Q?/x being the mass of the
intermediate state. Using the symmetry properties of the
quark DA one finds

o0
* w
17 @ 6W) = [ asPEEE T )

12
0 §—4q

where

1 Q2
@c)=2(56) [l (o 25)

x 229 (x, &, W?). (33)

The next step is to rewrite the dispersion relation in the
q'? channel assuming that the spectral density can be ap-
proximated by contributions of low-lying hadron states
p,w and a continuum of higher-mass states with an effec-
tive threshold sg:

(@, 8, W)

2 _ 2
mg —q

oo cont
+/ dsp (Q787§’W).
S0

s—q’2

T3 ™(Q, ¢, 6, W) = V2f,

(34)

Here we have introduced the following notation for the
matrix elements:

(101,10 = %fpmpe;, (35)

.
i w
(w14 = —— R (a4 ) TET(QE W) + .
m, 2
€5, €, are the polarization vectors of the p meson. To in-
clude the w meson we adopt the following approximate
relations:

my = Mp, 3fw:fp>

T5™™(Q, &, W) =~ 3TF™(Q, &, W), (36)

which follow from the quark content of p and w and from
the isospin symmetry.

The right-hand side (RHS) of (34) involves two un-
known functions: the form factor T{"" and the spectral
density p°°Bt. Assuming quark—hadron duality one can es-
timate the continuum spectral density as

pCOHt(Q7 S, 57 W) = 6(8 > SO)pU(Qa S, 57 W)u

where po(Q, s,&, W) is the spectral density given in (33).
By keeping —¢'? large and combining (37), (34) and (31)
one obtains a LCSR for the form factor T§™":

\/ﬁpr(f”(Q,g, W) :/050 1:P0(@ 5,6 W)

m% _ q/2 s — q/2

(37)

(38)

After perfoming a Borel transformation in —¢'? one finds
(M is the Borel mass):

V2£,T(Q, 6, W)

S0
:/ dspo(Q, 5,6, W)elme==)/M", (39)
0
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Finally, substituting (37) and (39) into (34) results in
b
m% _ q/2

8 / dspo(Q, s, &, W)elms—)/M?
O
S0 q

The above representation allows one to perform an ana-
lytical continuation to the point ¢’ = 0. In this way one
arrives at a LCSR for the amplitude with one real photon:

T ™ (Q, ¢, &, W) =

(40)

T 1 So m27s 2
Ty (Q’ﬁ’W):W/O dspo(@Q, s, &, W)elms==)/M

p

> d
+ / ;pO(Qas,ga W) (41)

S0

It is convenient to rewrite this formula going back to an
integral over the fraction z = Q?/(s + Q?). Introducing
20 = Q?/(s0 + Q%) and = 1 — z one finds

s <Z 3) / 9z, W)
P Zo

{ij —mQQ}
X exp

2 d 2z
() [t

Consider now the limit Q? — oo. In this limit 2o = 1 —
50/Q?*+ 0O(1/Q*). The integration region in the first term
in the RHS (42) shrinks to the point # = 1 and one obtains

2l 2 _ =02
%/ dx@Q(x,g,Wz)exp{xmme}
m2 Ju,

7™ Q.6 W) =

(2, & W?). (42)

s xM?

250
Qz

+0<1/Q4),

where @g(la 57 Wz) = (d/dl’)@Q(l" g, W)‘Z:L

As has been discussed at length in the literature, (43)
can be interpreted as the so-called “end-point” contribu-
tion which arises from large transverse dinstances between
two photons in the hard block [18,27]. In general, the 27
distribution amplitude ®@(z, ¢, W?) depends also on the
factorization scale pu which separates large and short dis-
tances. As x ~ 1 the quark virtuality (the magnitude of
the quark denominator in (31)) is of order of the Borel
mass M. Therefore the two-pion DA in (43) should be
evaluated at a low normalization point, of order of M.

In Fig.1 we show an average value of the momentum
fraction z in the integral (42) calculated as a function of
Q?. One observes that the mean value of z in (42) is indeed
close to 1.

1
QQ 17 57 W2) / dx$e(m?’7x50)/M2
0

(43)
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9z, 6, W?)

As Q2 — 00 the second term in the RHS of (42) gives
1
2
@Q(x €,W?) = / da ’
0 _

/’Jf dgc
0
+0(1/Q%). (44)

It reproduces the leading-order, leading-twist factoriza-
tion formula when ¢’ = 0 in (31) and provides correct
asymptotics for very large Q2. The power correction is
suppressed as 1/Q?.

The LO sum rule (42) results in an expression for the
amplitude T7™™ which includes contributions from both
the “end-point” region x ~ 1, associated with large trans-
verse distances, and from small transverse distances where
the g pair is created by two photons in a compact config-
uration. From the sum rule it follows that the “end-point”
contribution is suppressed by 1/Q? as compared with the
LO factorization result, i.e. it has the same order as fac-
torizable higher-twist corrections. Despite formal power
suppression, the “end-point” contribution can be numer-
ically important for realistic values of Q%. Our numerical
analysis suggests that the sum rule (42) can be applied
for the description of the amplitude T7™™ starting from
moderate momentum transfers Q2 > 1 GeVZ2.

5 Radiative corrections

In principle, the sum rule (42) can be improved in a
twofold way: by including the NLO a4 and higher-twist
corrections to the spectral density (33). In this section
we consider the NLO contribution. Taking into account
higher twists requires knowledge of the corresponding two-
pion distribution amplitudes which are not known yet.
One-loop corrections for the real photon case have been
considered in [19]. In the current situation one should cal-
culate the coefficient functions in the kinematics when
both photons are virtual. One should also keep in mind
that at the NLO diagrams with gluons enter the game. As
in [19] one can use crossing symmetry to derive coefficient
functions from the corresponding coefficient functions in
the DVCS kinematics, as computed in [28-30]. The cal-
culation is straightforward. The NLO amplitude can be

written in the standard form:
1
€ ( / dad?(z, €, W?)
p 0
X [C’g(m,w) + %C&(z,w,u)}

) /1 wdC (z. £, W) [‘%C{}(z,w,u)]) )

0

T ™ (Q, ¢, &, W) =

(45)

The coefficient functions Cg, C; and Cgl are collected in
the Appendix.

As in the LO case, the virtuality ¢’ enters only
through the variable w. It is convenient to rewrite (45)
in the form which resembles the structure of the LO an-
swer (31):

o / ! ) 7W2
17 QW) = [ aEEED g
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with

2
p(I7§7W2) = po(I,§7W2) + as4(:: )Pl(xa§7W2)~ (47)

As in (31)
pola,&, W) =2 (3 e2) 2%z, &, W2).

The NLO correction pi(x,&, W?2) can be obtained from
the corresponding coefficient functions (45):

(48)

1
1

263/0 dz [@Q(x,f,WQ)WImq/zC;(x,w)

_gPG(gc,f,WQ)iImqlzC;(x,w)}

= u2p1 (’LL, 67 W2)|U:1/W’

where Img,> denotes the imaginary part with respect to
the variable ¢'2, considered here as a complex variable with
positive real as well as (infinitesimal) imaginary parts.
With such a definition the structure of the NLO LCSR
for the amplitude 7™" remains the same as the LO one:

(49)

2 1
1777(@ W) = & [ dspla, &)

14 0
J;mi — zQ?
A By

zo T 9

As in the case of the LO sum rule (42), as Q% — oo (50)
reproduces the perturbative expansion of the T7™" am-
plitude, including the NLO corrections [19]. The power
correction is suppressed as 1/Q2.

As an illustration, we quote now the form of p;(z, &,
W?) in the case of the “minimal model” (20):

1 (l‘,f, WQ) = Z 633('5’ WQ) {ln(ﬁ/Qz)plo(a:, NQ)
+ 011(%#2)}’
pro(e,12) = (~40)a(1 — 2)(22 — 1)R(?),
pr1(@, 1) = pas(z) + R(1®)[pas(z) + D(2)],  (51)
where R(p?) is defined in (21). The function D(z) is a
shorthand notation for
10

D(z) = 3[250(1 — 6x)

+ 282z — 1)(31 + 12In(z/7))].  (52)

Taking for M© the asymptotic value (17) results in R(u?
=o00) =0 and

P1(957§7W2) = B(f,WQ)paS({IJ), (53)
where
—20CF
Pas(T) = mx(l —z)(2z — 1)
x (7% — 17 — 3In*(z/%)). (54)
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In this case p; has no dependence on p.

Before evaluating the sum rule one has to provide an
estimate of the factorization scale p. This is a standard
problem in a calculation based on the fixed-order pertur-
bation theory. Note that the scale of the perturbative ex-
pansion pu? ~ Q? is different from the characteristic scale
of soft, “end-point” contributions u?> ~ M?2. As a con-
sequence, the correct treatment of the sum rule requires
applying various normalization scales to various terms in
(50). To avoid confusion, we propose the following pro-
cedure. One separates the perturbative contribution and
writes the final formula in the form

T7(Q. & W) = Tg™(Q, &, W)

HTO PN Q, &, W). (55)

TP is the perturbative amplitude (6), which can be rep-
resented as

plz. &, W?).  (56)

1
QW) = [ dop
The scale in this term is set by the hard photon virtual-
ity Q2. The second term should, as a matter of fact, be
considered as the proper light-cone sum rule result:

1

Télon_pcrt(Qa 67 W) — / dxp(x7 5, WQ)

Zo

Q> xmi —zQ? T
x m,%eXp xM? Cl—a|

Here the integration region is restricted to zog < z < 1.
As discussed in the previous section, this term should be
evaluated at a low normalization point ~ M?2.

Of course, when evaluated at the same normalization
scale, the sum of (56) and (57) reproduces the original
sum rule (50).

(57)

6 Numerical results

In the subsequent numerical analysis the following input
has been used: the threshold parameter sy = 1.5 GeV?
has been taken from the two-point sum rule [31]. This
sum rule is reliable for the corresponding Borel parame-
ter M3, = 0.5-0.8GeV?. In the light-cone sum rules it
should be larger to compensate for the fact that the effec-
tive expansion parameter is given by the inverse power of
xM?. In this case a typical choice is M? ~ M3, /(x) [17,
18]. We assume that 0.6 < M? < 1.2GeV? is a reasonable
interval. In addition we have checked that changing sg by
+0.2 GeV? does not produce any sizable effect.

We remind the reader that in the present investiga-
tion we have neglected higher-twist contributions to the
sum rule for Ty s They are, as usual, suppressed by ad-
ditional powers of the Borel parameter. To obtain their
contribution one should know two-pion distribution am-
plitudes of higher twists which have not yet been stud-
ied. In the case of photon—pion transition form factor [17],
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A

34 5 6 7 8 9 10 Q% Gev?

Fig. 2. Average momentum fraction = as a function Q*. We
take M? = 0.9GeV? and s = 1.5 GeVZ; see the explanation
in the text

S nsamERsansnee——————
4
°© = - -
T ]
g
go -0.4
|_ \\\
-0.6
T 2 2
006 0.7 0.8 0.9 1 1.1 1.2 M Gev

Fig. 3. Ratio Tp°" P /T¢" as a function of M? for Q% =
1GeV? (short-dashed), Q* = 3GeV? (long-dashed) and Q% =
10 GeV? (solid line)

the contribution of such terms to the non-perturbative
(power-suppressed) part is about 30-35% of the leading-
twist contribution for the low Q? ~ 1-2GeV2. Qualita-
tively, the same picture should hold also in the present
case.

All numerical results have been obtained with the
model (20) for the 27 distribution amplitude. We have
used the quark momentum fraction M?(0.6 GeV?) = 0.63
taken from the GRV parametrization [26]. We have kept
Ny = 4 which results in M% = 0.43.

In all calculations we have used Agcp = 0.204 GeV
and one-loop running coupling ag(1GeV?) = 0.47.

In the numerical analysis one has to specify the factor-
ization scale. Since after subtraction of the perturbative
amplitude T3P (Q, &, W) is dominated by the “end-
point”, soft contributions, we apply here a fixed, low scale
w2 ~ M?2.

To estimate the ambiguity due to the scale dependence
in TP (Q, &, W) we parameterize u? according to

1 = rQ*+ M?, (58)
with a parameter x which varies in the interval 1/5 < k <
1.

We consider values of Q2 in the physically interesting
interval 1 GeV? < Q%*<10 GeV?2.

To cancel the influence of the overall factor B(£, W?),
in the following we always plot the ratio of Tg"" (Q?,¢,
W?2) to its asymptotic value at Q% = oo (23).

The Borel parameter dependence of the ratio 75" P/
Tg* is shown in Fig. 3. We find that the M? dependence is
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0
0.1

n

- -0.3

g

5

"o 0.5
0.7 5 ) 6 8 10 Q2 Gev?

Fig. 4. Ratio T5°" " /Tg* as a function of Q*. Short- and
long-dashed lines correspond to M? = 0.6 and 1.2 GeV?, with
u? = M?, respectively. The solid line (M? = 0.9 GeV?) repre-
sents the parametrization (59)

2 4 6 8 10 Q3% Gev ?

Fig. 5. The ratio T,)"™/T¢" as a function of Q* (solid line).
Short-dashed line represents Ty™" /T with p? = 2/5Q% +
1GeV?. The long-dashed line represents Ty °" """ /Ta* with
2 = M? =0.9GeV2. The solid line is the sum of both

sufficiently flat to justify the use of LCSRs, although for
lower values of 2, where power corrections are increas-
ingly important, the dependence on the Borel parameter
becomes stronger. Assuming that the uncertainty arising
from the Borel parameter dependence should not exceed
30% for the Ty P*'* we estimate that the sum rule (42)
provides a reasonable description of T)™" starting from
Q% > 1GeV2.

In Fig. 4 we show the ratio Ty """ (Q?)/Tg* obtained
from the light-cone sum rule (57) for different values of the
Borel parameter M2. One observes that in the whole inter-
val of Q? considered here the sum rule calculation is rather
stable with respect to variation of the Borel parameter
within a reasonable interval. In accordance with expec-
tations, the non-perturbative correction becomes smaller
with increasing Q2. By fitting a simple formula we found
that for the value of the Borel parameter in the middle
of the interval, M2 = 0.9GeV?, and in the Q? region
1 < Q? < 10GeV?, Ty P /T2 can be parameterized
as

—1.5+0.05Q2 + 0.015Q*
1+Q2%+0.3Q4

with Q? in units of GeV?; see the solid line in Fig. 4.

In Fig. 5 we present perturbative and non-perturbative
contributions to the ratio T)"" /TS as a function of Q2.
Ty P s calculated with M? = 0.9 GeV?. The non-
perturbative corrections is numerically significant only in
the region Q2 < 4GeV?2. For higher values of Q? the am-

T (QR)/ T = . (59)
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plitude is dominated by the NLO leading-twist contribu-
tion.

7 Summary and conclusions

The main result of this paper is the numerical estimate
of the power-suppressed correction to the leading-twist
helicity-conserving amplitude of the process v*y — 7.
The light-cone sum rules technique allows one to circum-
vent difficulties due to non-factorizability of the power-
suppressed terms. Although formally our analysis is not
complete, as we have neglected contribution of higher-
twist operators to the amplitude of two-pion production
in a collision of two virtual photons, we believe that the
general picture is reliable, at least qualitatively. Power cor-
rections are increasingly important with decreasing Q? for
Q? < 4GeV?, and become about 50% of the leading-twist
amplitude at Q% = 1 GeV?2.

Our final result for the helicity-conserving v*y — 7w
amplitude is shown in Fig.6. The grey bound indicates
uncertainty due to the linearly combined Borel parame-
ter and the factorization scale variations. One finds that
starting from Q? around 4 GeV? the twist-2 contribution
approximately saturates the amplitude. This observation
suggests that the cross-section of the process v*y — @
can be accurately predicted in QCD for given models of
27 distribution amplitudes.

Assuming dominance of the lowest conformal wave, we
have found that the helicity-conserving amplitude is very
sensitive to the normalization of the gluonic 27 distribu-
tion amplitude. This observation, combined with crossing,
makes it plausible to use v*y — 7 to constrain the mo-
mentum fraction carried by gluons in a pion.
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Appendix

A Coefficient functions

To the NLO accuracy the amplitude 7] "™ can be repre-
sented as a standard convolution of 27 distribution am-
plitudes with the hard scattering coefficients:

1
(@ & W) = e (/o @z, &, W?)

q

x [C};(az,w) + asi:Q)Cj(w,w,MQ/QQ)}

B /OldxéG(%f, W) [aSZL(j:Q)Cgl(z,w,uQ/QQ)D,
(A1)
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Fig. 6. The LCSR prediction for the ratio 7,"" /T¢* as a func-
tion of Q2. The grey band shows the sensitivity of our result to
a variation of the Borel parameter within 0.6 < M? < 1.2 GeV?
and the factorization scale according to formula (58)

where w has been defined in (29). The coefficient functions
in the MS scheme read

0 —
Cq(x?w) - 1 —xw’

Cy(z,w,1%/Q%) = Cr [In(p*/Q*)[Cy° (z,w)
—C’;O(l —z,w)] + C’;l(a:,w) - C’;l(l - x,w)] ,

5 —1In(1 fw)M

(A.2)

10 _
Gy (@,w) = (1 - zw)w Tw?

><< 1 1>+2(1—w)ln(1—xw)

l—2w w 1— 2w Tw?

+2

In(1 — zw) {1 — Tw z ] ’ (A.3)

TTw? w 1— 2w
1

Cy'(ww) = (1-2w)w

2
[9 + —In*(1 - 2w)
Tw

_ilnu —aw) + 3 In(1 —w) — L In?(1 — w)]

Tw Tw Tw
—|—% In(1 — zw) — g In(1 —w)
In?(1 —
-1~ 1/(*})H;WMQM>
+(1—o:+;z:/w)hl£;7;2w), (A.4)

Cl (w0, 12 /Q?) = (22 /Q)CL (z,w) + O (x,w),

(A.5)
i, o (2)
Cy (2, w) wi(zz)?
x{(1-w+[1—2w?) In(l - 2w)
+(1 —w+[1 — zw]*) In(1 — Zw)
—2-w2® —wr®)(1-w)n(l-w)}, (A6)

1

C;l(:c, w) = wi(@D)? {a1(z,w)In(1 — w)

tas(z,w)In?(1 — w) + ¢1(z,w) In(1 — zw)
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+c1(Z,w) In(1 — Zw) + e2(z, w) In?(1 — zw)
+ ¢2(Z,w) In*(1 — Tw)},

a1 (z,w) = 8+ dw(x — 3 — 2°%) + 4w?(1 — z + 2?),

as(r,w) = =2+ w(3 — 22 + 22%) — W(1 — 22 + 22%),
c1(z,w) = =8+ 4dw(l + 2z) — 2wz (1 + ),
ca(z,w) =2 — w(l + 2z) + wa?. (A7)

Here we used the shorthand notation £ = 1 — . Note that
the physical amplitude does not have a singularity (pole)
when w — 0 and therefore all coefficient functions must
be well defined in this limit:

Ol 0,02/Q) = O (/@) 5 (20— 1)
+ (1 —22)] 4+ O(w),
Cy(w,w,1? Q%) =

(A.8)

2 T o),

In(/Q%)5 + 5
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